to Indigenous or Arctic studies in the way that, for example, Andrew Stuhl's Unfreezing the Arctic: Science, Colonialism, and the Transformation of Inuit Lands (2016) or Emilie Cameron's Far Off Metal River: Inuit Lands, Settler Stories, and the Making of the Contemporary Arctic (2015) do. In a few places, Bockstoce takes his sources -especially traders' and explorers' opinions about Indigenous people -too much at face value. White Fox deepens our understanding of its subtitle's themes of "the fur trade, transportation, and change," but because it rarely wades into wider historiographical or theoretical debates, I fear it will not inform scholars working in other regions or contexts as much as it could.
Overall, White Fox offers something rare and invaluable: it is a thoroughly researched book by a senior scholar with deep expertise on the land and in the archives. This book could not have been written by anyone else, and current and future generations of historians will refer to it. I highly recommend this book for anyone interested in the fur trade or the history of the western Arctic and the Bering Strait region. Bockstoce's clear explanation of fur fashion and the chain of production will be useful to anyone studying the twentieth-century fur trade. Its seventy-three beautiful black and white illustrations, as well as a chronology and glossary of Arctic and fur trade terms, are lovely additions to an excellent book. Molly Ladd-Taylor's book on the relationship between eugenics and child welfare in Minnesota is an important contribution to scholarship on the history of sterilization, as well as a timely reminder of the broader contexts of ongoing American political debates addressing issues of poverty, immigration, and disability. The outcome of meticulous and lengthy research, Fixing the Poor speaks to our present-day climate while also offering a nuanced and complete account of the doctrines, goals, and practices of American eugenics. Ladd-Taylor focuses attention on the social construction of so-called feeblemindedness, analyzing how segregation and sterilization not only served medical and hereditarian agendas, but also responded to bureaucratic and fiscal considerations targeting disabled and poor people.
Karen Routledge, Parks Canada
Existing eugenics historiography has greatly expanded our understanding of the complexity and widespread popularity of social and scientific efforts to -in the language of that day -"improve the race." Ladd-Taylor notes that "Minnesota's history helps us understand the operation of an 'ordinary' sterilization program" (120). It ran from 1925 to the 1960s, and has unique features that make it seem relatively benign. The program was administered for thirty years by Mildred Thomson, a social worker who favoured community placement of disabled residents; the sterilization law did not refer at all to hereditary conditions; and consent was required for all operations. Ladd-Taylor contextualizes the eugenic rhetoric and the statute that enabled sterilizing at least 2,300 Minnesotans (eighty percent of them women) within the apparatus of the state's progressive public welfare system, especially the 1917 Children's Code. Although it may have been largely motivated by child-saving and money-saving, rather than eugenic prevention of procreation, the outcomes of Minnesota's sterilization program were no less oppressive than in other states.
In the late nineteenth century, the binary system of innocent child versus feebleminded menace emerged as both a discursive and administrative formulation, reflecting nation-wide anxieties about racial degeneration as well as the specific configuration of charity in Minnesota. Ladd-Taylor's analysis relates to disability studies work on the co-constitution of the categories disabled/normal and dependent/productive, at sites such as the freak show and the means-tested disability benefits system. Minnesota's child-saving movement under the Children's Code involved taking socalled innocent dependents and delinquents out of institutions such as the almshouse in order to provide state support in the home and community, on the assumption that these children were capable of achieving productive citizenship. At the same time, authorities were pessimistic about the capabilities of other children and adults who were labeled defective and thereby subject to state control through compulsory institutionalization.
Ladd-Taylor documents a wide range of distressing life histories that resulted in a diagnosis of feeblemindedness, commitment to the Faribault School for the Feebleminded, and eligibility for sterilization. The results of her extensive archival research, reported in the central chapters "Who Was Feebleminded?" and "The Price of Freedom," are similar to other histories of sterilization that have addressed the intersections of gender, race, class, and disability in defining the defective. However, Ladd-Taylor's book stands out for its use of disability studies' methodology. She explicitly critiques historical and popular accounts that try to demarcate disabled from non-disabled victims, and she challenges the ableist supposition that compulsory sterilization was unjust mainly because of "the inaccuracy of the feebleminded label" (3). Ladd-Taylor instead provides a granular examination of the "arbitrariness and unpredictability" with which the label was attributed (104), and like disability scholar-activist Eli Clare, she recognizes how it had very real effects on the lives of people who held marginalized identities (Brilliant Imperfection, 2017) . During the 1920s, the rapidly expanding size of the chronically underfunded Faribault School pressured the authorities to turn once more "toward community services and surveillance" as a cheaper alternative to institutional care and control (118). This time the recipients were not deemed deserving but instead menacing -to the national germ plasm and the well-being of children. Therefore, feebleminded inmates had to be sexually sterilized as a precondition for parole. Sterilization candidates were identified as potentially self-supporting labourers who would benefit from the surgery, but also as fundamentally bad mothers and dangerous men who posed a threat to children. Minnesota's history shows that diagnosis, sterilization, and discharge "had less to do with abstract eugenic theories . . . than with practical economic and social concerns" (116). Sterilizations accelerated during the Depression for financial reasons, while even hereditarians were concerned about alleviating the public expense of caring for so-called defective and socially inadequate people. Fixing the Poor thus calls into question over-simplified interpretations of the pre-1930s eugenics movement as solely focused on nature over nurture, and as positioned in opposition to the welfare system.
In addition to addressing the violence and vulnerability experienced by those who submitted to supposedly voluntary sterilization, Ladd-Taylor also illustrates that people labeled feebleminded and their families were seriously harmed by removal and indefinite institutionalization. In the name of eugenics and child protection, parents with and without disabilities lost custody of their children, while, as has likewise been compellingly shown by Claudia Malacrida for Alberta's Michener Centre, inmates of state institutions often suffered sexual abuse, dehumanizing isolation, and labour exploitation. Ladd-Taylor closes with a chapter illustrating the ambiguous status of eugenics after World War II. The University of Minnesota established the Dight Institute for Human Genetics at the same time that scientists and the general public were growing skeptical of eugenics. Activists and parent advocates demanded to "fix the system" with reforms to the state institutions and improved community services for people with intellectual disabilities (177). However, as Fixing the Poor amply demonstrates, the eugenics era set the precedent for deleterious policies and attitudes about "fixing" disability that are prevalent to this day, from narratives of cure and prevention to insistence on using a static administrative category to distribute benefits and justify rights. Disabled people themselves call for self-determination, yet recognize that the game is still fixed.
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